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ABSTRACT : • / ^ 

In this study of the organizational patterns of 46 
Uiiited States presidential inaugural address^^ were four 

research questions, delating tii?^h(&^o^ bi the speeches 

and the internat structure b^^^^ . Keyi findings indicate 

that^ ^1)^ 25^f tlie 

;p§rt^s--ihtroductib bgdyv cohclusi^^^^ 1(2 ) seven include a pie view 
^t^{t^9x^ of"^he main ppittts^^ iprevi©* o^nly ; (3) few 

h^ay^;tr:arisi^^ facilitate easy reading ; and ( 4) the 

;t<>E)iical orgahizati <«a 1 pattern rpredbmihat^^ V The a uthor concludes 
that^jdespite^^ 
Addresses, President 

rspeeches in the marmef sugg^ested^^ tr aditionai textbboks . The 

authOT; ends w^ <yf . 7 

7ii»U(gnaral^addresses. 7 77 ^ ;/ 
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The Presidential Inaugural Address is probably the single 
most important recurring public speech in American life • As 
Walter Winchell has written; '•You could almost write ai hi story 
of this nation by compiling an anthology of inaugural addresses."^ 
Rhetorical critics, however, have generally ignored inaugural 
rhetoric as a special form of public address. Apparently, the 
only rhetorical study of inaugural addresses as such is the one 
reported by W?Clforth|^ Such neglect of so important a rhetorical 
genre is unfortunate, f br^tudent s of American public address 
presumably could learn a great deal about Presidential rhetoric 
in gen0^ j 
ahd a^tu^ p>rjau:^ce^i^ iexaoidnati^h^ ^ 

yurai speecth^sV yihe^^tj^ 
fill ^he (^s^ 

late furi;hear investiga-^^ this imports 

^ji^ to examine w*iei;h(^ 

rules of public ^peaking whien they^^^c Ayhat , for 

iSK>sX of them^ i-s^ne ^f^ 

pK>rtaurit, rhetoric T ; ^ - 

^ Sinbc wilf 0* repbr ted^ ah ixw^ 

of some aspects of the co>ntent of inauauiral rhetoric, the scope 
of tlvls paper will Jb^^iai^^ an examination of organisational 
patterns in the forty>six 

two different American Presidents from Washington to Nixon « 
(Foiir jpresident s here axe excluded since they gave np inaugural 
address; they succeeded the Presidency upon the death^^o^ a ; 
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President and were not thereafter re-'elected on their own*) For 

the purposes of this investigation, organizational patterns is : 

^ _ _ -_ _ - . _ -- 

def ined as Wilson and Arnold suggest in their popular text, Pub "* 

lie Speaking as a Liberal Art ^ Relying on "traditional" rhe- 
torical theory, which has roots in the earliest writings on pub- 
lic speaking and which is foixnd in nearly every modern textbook, 
they write that organization refers to (1) "the over«-ali pattern 

of a speech" anii (2) the structuring of ideas "within the various 

: ------ - : ' 4 ^ - . ; 

points of a discourse." The "over-all pattern" of a speech is 

its division into (a) introduction, (b) body and (c) conclu- 
sion • Internal strubtiii^hg of ^^i^^ xe5f exrs^^-ust^^ 
itioha^ d^vices^^^ ^reviews^?^^^^ 
posts inj^y of ^^hi^ l^recj ioDU^^ 



^iews liv the^ conclusion^ and v(h) cex^taii^ ^ 
dng^ th^ hody oj^ a^^p-^^ 

^ook analysis of orga^ - 
Piresidents wrte^^aud^ fcdipwLng^rspecific^ 
Questions:: ^ >^ "-^K:^ - ^^^^ X^^i ! :\ ^ r^r ^ \ " 

v:^ (i) Csm the s^ech be ^a^sils^ d^ 

ductibn, h<>dy^ ;^ 

C2) Does th^ spE^Bch^xpi^ 

ducid.on; ajid/or a feVi^^^ 

C3)yAre transitional devices (^i^e«v usxgi^sts) 
iised in the^.spe^chy notatoly 
\M Vtoat orgflmizational 
nates in/ the hody opf the speech?: -^^^^^ 
it is hoped that aihswers tb these questions wiil enable ivs to 
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be more familiar with inaugural^rhetoric -generally aoid to icnbw 
whether or not the single most important recurring public speech 
in American life exemplifies in practice the prescription for 
organizing speeches found in most modem (and ancient) speech' 
textbooks*^ \ 

Analysis of the Speeches 
Method > Because of the problems^ of reliability and valid- 
ity « inherent in any study similar to this one, a f ew coiaments - 
must be offered at the putwset concerning how the forty ••six in- 
augural addresses were examined. Each speech was read at least 
twice. Then a card \wa f or reaq^ recorded 

the iiiyes t igat or ^he f o\ir^^^^^^^<^^^ 

gethcJf wirtlv^aiiy^ 

or gani zati on bu t no t coyer ed by the q^^^ Re su it report ed 

below were tabula te^^^^^^ basis of an exajainatibn of ^^^^t^ 

six icards>^^o-^^ ): y :-^^^^ ^ y^^^ ^^^^^ r :V< 

1 1, shbul:d be pointed put that dif f^erent inves t igator s may 
differ in their answer s to the^f^^^^ quest^ons,^ 
maoiy speeches 2^ composed th^^^^^^ 

division is not evident and/6ri^{ 2) th^ prganiza^^^ 

of the speech body may be so subtle ( to the point of non«e>dstenc0) 
that even a careful reader (miuch less* an auditor) will b^e hard- 
pressed to "jfin4" a definite^^ 

lying as closely as pKXSsibre to the standards aJCticuTa^ 
Wilson and Arnold, the investigator has c to base the con- 

clusions reported in this paper only upon his own observations ♦ 
Results ♦ Analysis of the speechesj^^^r 

results: : > ^ - V; - -[;; --- -^i- - 
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(1) Only 25 of the 46 speeches (55%) can be or are clearly 
divided into the three standard divisions most textbooks recom- 
mend; introduction^ body and conclusion> Fourteen others (about 
30%) have a conclusion that is clearly discernible from the body 
of the address. The other 7 speeches (1^) are organized in 
such a way that the three divisions (if, indeed, they can "oe 
said to exist in each instance) merge toget^h^^ to form one whole 
statenent. _ =^ ? Jvr : - ; : 

Three excellent examples of speeches that appear to be 
so integrated that the tri-^artite division seems artificial 
at jbest^areyLi.^p 
Roosevelt iuid 



I'f irs t^ smd ^p^eches ^e^ll 
exagnpi es 5x>f ^ we 1^^ 
prgani^d^ on^^^e b^ose^j^^ 

Jlbpyex^ s:^ jin^ f ac Vthat^x s;^Vided 
in the speech text into divisions : introdiictipn, specif x^^^ 

f 6r^ discuisioiv ^ ^ i^^:^ : : 
XJenjBxalJ 



have what we might jcai^^ 

irig^^t^tements^^ ^ in tbi^e and 

content f rbm ^he m^^ add^cess Hoyifeyer , ^as 

4ndicated: ^a^bove^ only %Tf€^ more^^tha^ th^i ; ax^ 

ih such^ a liray ^that these: divxsip35is aace^:C^ discernible. : 

(2) X>nl3r 7 pf the 

might call a general preview^^^^a^^ is, ^ indication 
in the introduction of what -the 
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CO* ^.lusion of what the speech was about. Of these, only two 
include an enumeration of points to be covered or covered. 
Hoover offered a general preview but reviewed his major points 
specifically (although he did not review thexa in the portion of 
his speech labelled "conclusion") • Lyndon Johnson previewed 
and reviewed the specific points of his speech the art ic-1^^^ 
of the American "cbvehant," j^^ 

Sozne 23 of the 46 speeches (51%) V incl^^ 
general preview. Typical exauoiples are provided: in speeches 
more than a century ai^rt. Polk said: "A concise «iu^ 
of ]picincipl]as^^ 
jpMDlix^ of tHe^^oi^ 
ai^ifcsL s^ 
txng ^the^^^^ 
i^h^he^radftix^ 
simpl^ a^id^ir ecl^y;^^ 

^f tjSe^^tters^^^ but^jperr 
hap^ nibre Me If^^ 

Thal^v is thei^ questix3^ 

i^^ I may ta xn^ ^; ~ v;^^^^^^^ - 

Ther clearest c»caj]^ple^^^ is i:he \one axrtic- 

ulated^^y Tiftr^^^^" likely to 

recur during my admuiistrAtion/ an<i ha>dng isxpressed^^ sum- - 
mary way the position w^ I expect 1^^^^ in reccyDenda^^^^ 

14 



to Congress and in my conduct ^as an^ I inyoke • . • 
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(3) The most categorical generalization that can be 
nade about organizational patterns in the inaugural speeches 
is that most of them contain few transitional devices • Of 
course, there are ntxmerous uses of some necessary connectives 
(noted below) , but only three - speeches of the 46 contain 
numerical signposts in the body those of Truman, Eisen- 
hower (his First) and Lyndon Johnson. Of the three, only 
Johnson used "first," "second" and "thirds as* indicators of 
major points in the speech body* Some speakers us^d "finally" 
in the body of their speeches to incU-cate that they had reached 
^thc^i^^ poijitV: 

^thc^qthei^ ^}^\[r^^^^ :^^^ >^ >^^:;^; 

^ ^ ; soiie^^^ebr^^ traaisiti^ 

^^uch^asv-^tatlso^^*^^^ very 
^f^ of tl^em-^ 

jusre t he se and other de vie ie s - in? subh^^ a ^way^^ to make it easy, for 
the auditor (pr the reader , 

^ent aily V , This^s^especi^iy: true ?f63^ several ni ; 
tury ft: esident s — ^ aiid f or^ J^^^ Ei seiihower and v 



lIixcaiL.r Host spi^adcer^ th^ 
basically vtopic^^ the speech body •'speak for it- 

By f arv t^^ 

^^i^iohal i^^he '^tppical^^n^ •The; 

office of an inaugural outline of v 

the main FK>licies of the^^^^^ as f ar sus they can 

be ant icipat Adhering to that general phi lo sophy , 36 of 
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the speeches { 80% ) are organized by i;opics , in one way or anoi:her 
One speech seems clearly organized in the problem-solution pat- 
tern — Franklin Roosevelt's First Inaiigtiral. One speech com- 
bines problem-solution with a causal pattern — .Monroe * s First • 
Five of the addresses could, perhaps, be said to be organized 
chronologically; Lincoln's Second is an example/ Two of the 
addresses are composed sorovmd analogies -- Roosevelt^ s Third 
(the nation is compared to a person) ^uid Eisenhower's First 
{freedom is ptrt on triat)^^^ \ \ : 

ftost of the speeches' are prgani zed topically by specific 
orssue, ^^polxcy^i^ ; 

cwTf^anxzed the^^ asis^jbi^ 

affairs^^ jpr ''%ch^ ^d^ 
last^ jof-^Twhichv^^^ in haturev 

A list of ^^he Vtd^ 

a f airly good iiidicat^ at 
the time of its deli^«:y ,^ the truth in Wincheir^^^ 

pbservat^ 

b>^ aiithotl<^i^^ ; : : 

Unless we agreed 

that the usual rhetprxcal standards of organic and the like 
do not necessarily appl^^^^^^ speaking (as 

rhetoric mst be la^lled) ^^^^^ ooncludei 
that the orgauiizatjjonA^^^ in the actual 

practice of inaugural- rhetoric dp^ jap in all parties 
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ulars to the prescriptions found in most textbooks* Almost 
half of the speeches cannot be clearly outlined on the basis 
of the introduction-body -conclusion pattern* Fewer than one 
speech in six includes a preview and review and most of the 
speeches do not have clear, helpful transitional statemehts* 
That eight of ten speeches are organized topically does not 
really tell us much except, perhaps, that too few Presidents 
take the time to organize par ticulao:^ topics aroimd more general 
and meaningful onesy such as the Mpledge-request"^^ a of 
Kennedy Vs Inaugural* Too many inaugural speakers appear^ to 

^i^gu^eM^ei^ theii:^eW^ 

^va^c^^^^iM^^ britibs/^s^^ 

sec^nd^ ipok^ J^tij^e^ adda^s^s 

^Kat^.^doNf ilT^we]^ ^kxrtg^ y^^i^^ 

cthat we i^^ant^ 

("f or gp^en"v speeiches^^vquld inclxlder^itt FdLxs t > ^ oth of Jjax:iiC^ 
^n^s elpqtieht a^ \ 

^0*t^lieyX>^^ it must be^mpha^ 

-risk of seeming ihconjsi;^^^ 

^xaost highly thought jc>f by^ rhetqrixi^flL^ lit^rairsf critics do 
/not exen5>lif y the f drmai^^ characteristics usually pre^^ in 

textbooks : Je^carsbn^ s Firsts Lincblii^s Second aiid Fraiikllm 
Roosevelt • s First • al 1 three of which are not easy to outline v 

Whatever our f inal judginentr n^^ thing seems 

cl^ar — inaugural rhetoric to 
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answer such questions as these: (1) Is there a characteristic 
"style" of inaugxiral rhetoric? Do speakers eaploy or avoid use 
of rhetorical questions , figurative language , cpncseteness , 
humor , repetition/ special forms of supporting mat«irials?^^ (2) 
Is inaugural rhetoric really "cerem<mial•^-- or is it a "poli- 
tical" spe^h disguised in the form of nonpar tisanship? (3) 
Do inattigural speakers deliver the addresses 
to that used for other speaking ^casioais or do they cheurigc 
to fit the ^gnity required by the occasion? (4) Are inaugxucal 
addresses iDwre likely to be the product of the speatosr^^.^^a^^ 

^*athe3C> thia?^ hiVrfi*td>stT^^ 

^;a^ist^t^^lpvt^ 

<^ in^iiries int^ sii^ 

rrhetoric incM^^ 

^^v^^fa/tin^ 

^<xf : their ^ives. " V: ^ i — -W ^ - ^ 
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Footnotes 

^Quoted by Davis Newton Lett in his useful annotated 
ethology of inaugural addresses , The Presidents Speak; The 
Inaugural Addresses of the Aaierj.can Presidents from Washington 
to Nixon (NY; Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1969), p. vii. 

^D.t, wSlfprth, "John Kennedy in the TracUtion of Inaug- 
ural Speeches," Quiurterly Journal of Speech 47 (April, 1961), 
124-132 , This study , a coat^axison of Kennedy » s inaugural spt ech 
with those of previous Presidents, is prijaarily concerned with 
the length, style (here limited to sentence length) and ideas 

«h«a^^cS^ to Rc^sx^ 

ide^^fci^i^ i«^^ rci^itioir 
to a sp^i^^fic sp»e^<aiv^ S^ei Nicl^S^^ 
"Li^<:oih 's First I^au^ujral Address ^ " in A^iSlavery and Pj^tvtfiib^ 
1^58^1861; Studies^liv i^e^lthetoacic Cohflict: ^^ 
J> J(«?ery^^Aii<^^ lUipcar^d^c^ 

^JO^ F^ Wilsph^^a^ Arndld. Public Speaking as 

a Liberal Aj:t « 2nd ed^ (Bofitctti; Allyn artd Bacon, 1968) / chapter 

*Ibid., p. 217. ^ V \ ; - 

" ^Ibidv V ppv^ jii8^225 « >rilson floid ^ outline cleveir 

vstandaucd patteras^^^^ the ^>cdy of the typicskl 

spee<^, SIX "Id^cal^^^^^ f ive "psychqlpgical^ onesi The Iplgi^^al 

patterns aocer^^^^ (2) spatial j (3) topicaii, (4) 

rSlect$y«t se pr^lsm^-spliutiph^ ^he 
psyCholqgieVl pattfHl; 



(2) with-held proposal or indirect sequence ^ (3) open proposal 
or direct sequence, (4) elimination order i and (5) Monroe's 
motivated sequence* Psychological pattern (1) will not be used 
here since its application requires a judgment upon the relative 
importance and weight of ideas ««t a factor beyo* -^ope of 

this paper. 

\his last question is especially interesting in light 
of recent evidence that suggests that\*'one dare not prestuae 
/Ehat7 * good* rhetoric in oxxr day characteristically contains 
the verbal, structuralizing featxuces textbooks encourage*** Rod-* 
ney [Br^ jyojdg^ ^Axnold,MVOtay^Anal^ Logos : 

A Methodblogical In^ Quarterly Journal <^ Speech 56 (Feb * , 

1970) , p. 25. " -;- 

^The speech te)rts exauai^^ icrthe 
following soloes: inauguraX^ ad^esses f rom Wa^^ 
iiedy came from Ihauign^ Ad ^^ sfsses^of^he Presidents ^ the 
tJnited States (W^ OvC# r ^pver^^^ 

1961X5^^^ t^^ the Lett book 

. referred tx> al^^ \ :V - ? -_- " f : :/ : : 

Althoug*t it api^aa: s jcief^ the si*<^hes report e^ 
these two soixrce^ are notyexact^^ 

what each President actually $adld| vthey are used here for two 
reasons • First , no nor e accur Ate^^^^v^^ of the speeches 

is readily available^ Second,^ this^ay^ec deal^ for the 

most part y with organization , it is assumed that minor textual 
discrepancies will^^^ TO 

/^or a provocative d^ see Douglass 

axid Arnold. / - ; X 
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^.See W^lforth for discussion of this aaterial. 
^°More speakers used the word "principles" to refer. to 
thfi .<.-.^„je of their remarks than any other. 

^ ^Inaugural Addresses , p. 90. 

12 - ■ 

Ibid . , p. 225. Note the distinction between principles, 

discussed by Polk, and "aatters of importance," discussed by 
Hoover. Although they ^ used different words, as did many Presi- 
dents, they actually talked above the same things in their 
speeches — both principles of government and specific isaues. 
— ^Ibid .. p. 199. 
^*lDid. , p. 198. ^ 

^^Ibid. , p. 187. ^ 

/^^Isohfa^ 

17 V : ^ ^ 

Experimental studies i;r recent years, with few exceptions , 
indicatVit^t^^^ for maj^y piloses/ gorgi^^^^ not necessary. 

For ex<»ipW, se^ of J 

Speech ; Sunimar ies on ^ Central s tat es 

Specich Journal 21 f Spring. 1970^^ 24-2:9^ 

A preliminary ans^ly sis indicates that . President s , gener al ly 
speaking, cto jjot tea 

rhetorical questions, figursitive languaug^, htunor or repetition. 
Butv fxucther study is needed. 



